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Effects of Patents' Play Routines on Imaginative 

Play Behaviors of Their Development ally Del%/ed 

Preschoblers in Hoine Settings 

* # 

Introduction 

This paper* focvses on parents' play routines as an aspect of home 
intervention programming^ and explains theAr effects on developmental^ 
delayed youngsters. And, it describes the goals of a particular 
parent\child-play program which are to: (a) work with parents on a 
weekly basis,, (b) sttow them how to work on imaginative play with their 
youngsters in home setting?, and (c) evaluate these parent's and their 
children's performance compared- to similar others in the control ^roup x 
using selected assessment measures. Showing parents how to work 
systematicajly with their own children in home settings and evaluating 
their performance effects an their children's -development was begun in 
the Head Start decade of the mid-sixties. 

Fanned by results of Head Start and minority-group political 

funding- for intervention projects 'focusing on 'low income 
families and their children was expanded to include handicapped and 
bilingual populations in the decade of\he' 1970's and in the beginning 
period of the 19B0'b (Yawkey & Prewitt-Diaz, 1982). Parent intervention 
-programs :Ln home- 1 settings with harfdicapped , bilingual axfd low- income 
children rest primarily on the results of three mainstreams of child 
development research: effects of parenting/parent education, and the . 
importance of the child's formative years (Yawkey, 1982). 

« 

Contributing significantly to parent intervention programs in home 
settings is a third and more contemporary mainstream of research: play 



pressures, 



as development and learning (Yawkey, 1982^.' As a contributing mainstream, 
the third is an outgrowth of the increasing interest in infant's and 
child's play and in results of recent studies on pretend play as a 
separate area and as a^r^la^ed <Jne to cognition (Teitelson & Ross* 1973; 
Nicolich, 197?) . 

Examining the significance of parents' play routines as'an aspect of 
home intervention programming of play behaviors, this paper is divided 
into four main sectiiffis. Ffrst, in order to understand the potential 
effects of parent play routines, the contributions of the three mainstreams 
of child development research to home intervention and play programs are 
surveyed. 

Second, selected methods and procedures^of a particular parent-^ 
child-play program _ as used with parents and tt^eir youngsters are explained. 
Third, part of the dat* results shying the effects bf parent's play 
J^^^nes on pheir preschooler's imaginative play behaviors are examined. 
JSS\ finally, dis'cussion and Results of the play program, limitations and 
possible modifications apd uses of parent-child-play are discussed. 

Parenting/Parent Education 

The first mairistream^provides, a rationale for parent-child-play as 
'•intervention program in home settings. It is composed of studies on the 
effects of the parent (i.e., pother and/or father) and child on paren£- 
child interactjions in^ tne family (e.g., £oheri & Tomlinson-Keasey , 1580; 
Cox & Campbell, ,1968; Eck^rafcn, Whatley & Kutz, 1975; Vandell, 1975) and - 
on training parents systematically in home settings as their, youngster's 
most important teacher . (e. g. , Madden, Levenstein & Levenstein, 197$;. 



Schaefer, 1972). 



The 'effects of parent-child inter-actlons in the family are of 1 
particular impottfnce to* developnjept and learning, ^Reciprocal inter- 
actions or si^plyythe interchanges 'that take place between the child and 
parent and patent and child evolve over time and provide emotional 



attachments (Bronfenbretmej^l975) and Intellectual and emotional 
stimulation and growth (Bee, Van Bngeren, Streissgufch, Nymafi &• Lecftte, 
• 1975) . The parent acts as. a filter and mediates between the youngster 
and his outside world. And, through reciprocal interaction within the 
family, the benefits and ifkLtaAons of emotional and intellectual re- 
sources are passed on and become the^rfoundation for the child* s -feelings , 

» 

aspirations and' attitudes. Piers" & Landau (1980) and Pulaski (1980) note 
that this reciprocal, interplay between parent and child occurs and is 
symbolized through play!* j Cohetf & Tomlinrfon-Keasey 1 s results show that 
the parent-child interactive condition facilitated the highest level of 
exploration of toy objects for boys and girls compared to other conditions 
such as toddler alone and toddler and peer- In similar fashion, Cox &/ 
Campbell (1968)^ conclude that talking, movements, and playing with toys 
in strange situations increased when mothers were present! with the # 
toddlers and preschoolers ; these same actions decreased when mothers were 
absent. The reciprocal interactional systems of parent-child play that 
are at work in the family contribute tl the youngster's development and 
learning and the complexity, of his play with objects. White (1975, p. 4) 
feels that these systems arising in the family have ". . . more of an 
impact on a child's total . . . development than the formal educational 

« *■ • 
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systems. 

The effects of educating parents in a systematic fashion for working 
yith their children in home settings maximize their "teaching" potential. 



The fact that parents have the earliest, greatest and longest influence 
on their children emphasizes the importance of training them to work 
directly with their own youngsters in home settings (Madden, Levenst^n 
& Levenstein, .1976; Schaefer, 1972). This parent education and involve- 
ment maximizes teaching-learning potential in a number of ways. First, 
the results of studies by Madden, Levenstein & Levenstein, and Schaefer, 
as examples, show impressive, consistent, and sustained cognitive and 
language gains ranging from three to five years in young children as 
characteristic of parent home training programs • Itecond, Bronfenbrenger 
(1975) feels that parents, trained in home settings to vary their roles, 
help to enrich their child-rearing repertori^ aiyi^ ultimately exert 
greater 'control ovJp: their children's cognitive ^nd ecj^ional development 
compared to using 'the same role in all situations, ^n agreement, Schaefer 
says that parents in home intervention programs should be trained to use 
the regies of teaser, decision maker and socializing agent. Third, Yawkey 
& Prewitt-Diaz ^L981) report tjiat parents and their children involved 

together in home intervention programs' develop significantly/ greater 

• #• 
positive attitude^ toward themselves compared to others not involve^ in 

these programs • 

^ Both the family comprised of parent-child teciprocal interactions 
arfd parent involvement programs la home settings significantly affect 
&gni*tive\ social and emotional development and learning of young, children. 

Early Years , ^ ^ 

This second mainstream basic to home intervention and play programs 
emphasizes, the time at which these programs should begin in order to ^ 
affect the child. To have maximuin benefft for children, these programs 



should start as early as possible.* The formative or'the early years of 
the. young child range from birth through ei$h't. tfuring this age range, 

Wf 

the basic concepts fundamental to thinking and communicating initially ^ 

* / >' ' • \/. 

develop and evolve. From physically involving himself with objects and 

actions in order to conceptualize" to thinking without having to ; use . 
objects and physical actions J the formative years illustrate clearly 
the child's cognitive transition toward more advanced levels of adult 
reasoning. 

During the formative years, the youngster develops several important 

cognitive and language abilities^ they become benchmarks* in cognitive 

progress and illustrate- the maxim that " intervention at an early age is 

best." By the age of two, for example, several of these cognitive 

benchmarks/include the ability tou discriminate between familiar objects/, 

people and situations, coordinate eye-hand-body movements and use of 

t 

intention for these actions, and arrive at solutions to^simple problems v 
by mentally representing the object-problem solution (Peters, Neisworth 
& Yawkey, 1983). By the end of age five or six, the youngster can usually 

N (Peters et al. , 1983):^ V • 

• s 

see a situation, event or person from another's perspective - 
(i.e., being nonegecentri^ * 

• understand logical connections between a-series of perceptual 
events that are related (i.e., transform) 

• identify saliei>t rather* than superficial aspects of objects 

(i,e. , decenter) 

J** 

• develop a line of reasoning from one 1>oint. to another and back 
again to the first point (e.g., reverse) • - 

/ ■ ■■ . /-.■;• » 
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v conceptuafize that the .amount or quantity of a 'matter remains -; 
the same regardless of qualitative changes made on its shape 
or position (^.e*, conserve)' \ 
By showing parents* how" to work with their child at an early" age when 
intellectual and, attitudinal patterns have not yet been set , s home "Inter- 
vention programs can have great impact on both youngster and parent.. The 
formative ones are the most adaptiv* and open years and home intervention 
program* * aimed at the early years can promote systematically soufid 
development and learning in* children. 

Imaginative Play "\ . 

The third mainstream focuses on the medium of play between parent 
and child as a basis for home intervention programs. It is a most' 
natural medium to use for parent, and child in these programs; play is 
quite common to' households , although parent* may not understand its value 
for -development and learning (Singer, 1973). Bruner (1972) and Singer- 
feel that play, as a medium for development, encourages novel cognitive 
actions; Piaget (1962) note's that, within the formative years and between 
the Ages of two through six,, symbolic or pretend play reaches its maximum 
potential. After the formative yeats, child's play loses' much of its 
pretend arid imaginative elements and becomes more realistic. 

Play used^as^a medium for growth and learning has\several other 
• benefits in addition to novel actions. Pretend play,' used as a base for 
preschool pggrams by'saltz, Dixon & Johnson (1977)', helped decrease the 
amount of tf% in solving tasks with those children in the experimental 
or play group compared to the> controls. Second,. Smilansky's (1968) ♦ 
results show that children in sociodramatic play groups had significantly 



greater mean lengths of sentences and m<^re orally generated sentences 
than those in the Control conditions. Thir<f, Yawkey f s (1981) results 
suggest that *sotiodramat£:c play can facilitate intellectual readiness in 
sfcle^ted subject-content fields of teading^and mathematics and in , 
divergent thinking. 

- From the mainstreams, of research on parenting/parent educati^a, the 
child's formative y&ars and play as development ; the potential contribu- 
tions of training parents in home intervention and using pldy routines 
is better undetstood. The following section describes selected methods 
and procedures of parent-child-play used in the home intervention program 
with parents and children. ' 

Method and Procedures for Using the Parent-Child-Play- Program^ 

\ " *" 

The parent-child-play program is based on particular methods and 

procedures In .working with parents and children in home settings: Metho'ds 

imply the individual's targeted for this play program and the materials 

used in it. Procedures refer to the parent play routines* used in the" 

program and how Ithey were used- with the preschoolers in home settings. 

Methods 

^ The adults targeted for the parent-child-play home intervention 
program were from poverty and low income populations. ^Second, the parents 
hacTat least ' one chil'd of preschool age, and between three to five years 
old. The parents, identified through the Community, Action Agency, were 
invited to join the home intervention program. A total of 32 families 
joined the initial program^ 16" families for the experimental group who 
received weekly play training procedures and activities, and 16 for the 

control group who did not receive the training but were pre .and post 

/ 
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tested. The racial make-up of \he 32^parents are white, black and 

' hlspanlc; the majority were single parent' families .and all lived witfcin 
* * •* 
_ a 50-mile radius of an industrial city of 50,000 people. The preschoolers 

of the target tfamilies were mildly retarded as determined by I.Q. tests.. 
All of the youngsters werej developmentally delayed in cognitive and 
language abilities, Ther^were two youngsters in th^) experimental group * 
who showed v limited- English proficiency in language capabilities, *S 

There are* six type? of materials developed and used witlv the target- 
parents and children. The first was familiar toys and games common "to 
' . the honie set ting; the parents were taught to use them in the play routines 
# with their children, P-lay routines were ^anght to the parents on each 

visit; they showed them what to do and say with their child in imaginative 
play. The play routines are described in the following procedure section, 
f The second material was 250 to. 300 word abstracts of children's stories. 
They are also used in various play routines, -i 
The third material used in this parent-chi^i-play program is a* /- 
one-page "reminder" for the parent summarizing the play routine and its 
uses covered in the session. They were given to the parent at the end 
of each session. The foflrth type of , material in this parent-ch^d-play 
program was used to gather specific information on the parent's opinions 
and thoughts for futiire sessions. It consisted of questionnaire^ and 
other data gathering surveys. ^ 

The fifth type afr material are simple activities for parents to do 
with their children at appropriate times throughout the day. The 
activities were used *o extend the play routines; they could. also be 
used separately and independently from them.' ExaJples include "Simon 
Says" and "Twenty Questions." The sixth materialw&s actually a written 
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summary of useful comments and statements* the pai^ght made .during each of 
the home visits. These anecdotal sheets were completed immediately 
after the session by the home visitor. 

Procedures % % 

The parent-child-play program lasted for a period of x six months. 

Procedurally, this prpgrau) had two phases: assessment and implementation. 

In the assessment phase, all 32 parents and their children were 

pre- tested and, at the end of the program six months later, were post- 
f 

jested. The same tests were, given in the pre and post assessments. The 
youngsters took the Parent-Child- Perspective Taking: Child Scale (PCCS) ^ 
and the PAAT Inventory: Child Form (PACF). These assessments were 
x administered to determine changes in the lev41, quantity an<J .quality of 
children.' % imaginative play -and whether the home involvement program and 
parent-p\ay-routines affected their play activities. The PCCS assessed • , 
th4^M4<i f s £deas about and the Strength of imaginative play tyy determining 
the rtmnber af times the child performs particular imaginative play actions 
and activities. The youngster is read 20 statements and determines if he 
"never," "sometimes," or "always" performs ttjat play action described in 
each of the items. ' The PACF assesses the youngster's ability to take the 
role of Another in home and School situations. In asking him to perceive^ 
how his .mother father) sees him, the child is read 20 questions and 
indicates feelings by pointing to, a "happy, ,f "satf" or "neutral" face 

after each one. K 

The parents were administered two tests: Parent-Child-Play 
Preference Inventory (PCPP) and the*Parent-Child-Perspective Taking: 
Parent ^rale (PCPS). The parents wpre given these assessments to\ 
determine changes in their performances* beliefs, and uses of imaginative 
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play actions and activities with, their childrea as a result of the home 
^intervention program. Containing 30 items, the P-CPP determines the h 
strength Of the parent's views of the usefulness of the child's imaginative 
4 play as a tool for ^development and learning in 'home settings. The parents 

reacted to e&ch item along a ,f ive-^oin^ dimension:^ "Never 11 , "Occasionally", 
"Sometimes", "Often", and "Regularly". The PCP.S evaluates the parent's 
ability to take the role of the child in real* arid fantasy situations at 

home and school. Containing 50 items, the parents responded to each of 

< * * 

. , * r the items by stating whether they ^Strongly Agree", "Agree"; "Disagree", 

. or ^'Strongly Disagree" wnS^U. 

The implementation phase of * the pkrent-child-pilay program began when 

the pre- testing was completed with parents and children, and it ended 

when posf^testing commenced. The implementation phase of the program* 

focused on the 16 families and their children atid "consisted of a home , 
* /■ * 

visitor working with^each of the parents for one hour on a weekly basis 
a . - , 

\> for six consecutive months. Further, one additional goal of the parent- , 

child-play program and itS implementation phase was to show the parents 

how to work on imaginative play* (and other areas, such as ^elf help) with 

% •* 

<i i 

their youngsters in home settings. 

■) ' • 

The program used in instructional cycle composed of five parts ^ 
(Yawkey.& Silvern, 1977). The home visitor used the instructional cycle 
on eac>j, visit and followed it step-by-step in working with thfc parent; it 
takes approximately on'e hour to deliver. The parts of the instructional 
cycle* of the parent-child-play program together with approximate times 
"for each step* are: (1) 'Summarizing and Reporting from- the Previous Week 

(5 minutes), (2) Explaining the Current Session's Play Rputines (10 x 
minutes, (3) Describing the Play Routine for Home Settings (15 minutes*), ;• 

.ERIC . , » . 12 



£j(4) Role-Playing and Rehearsal of the ; P lay Routine (15 minutes), and 

\ (5) Extending the Pl^y Routine from Home to Otheft Settings (10 minutes). 

Each of the parts of the instructionaT"cycle is explained, 

/ Part 1 , In summarizing. from last week, the parent tells how she" 

used the prey ious* week's play routine with the child in home and other 

settings. This step gives the parent the opportunity to review her uses of 

the pj.ay routine from the previous week's session and provides the home 

visitor wifh the chance to sefe whether it wa* used and how it was used by 

her. Misunderstandings and errors are corrected in a sensitive manner. 

Part 2. The objectives of the present session are explained in a 

clear and concis'e yay. JEach sessiin may Have one Gjptwo objectives. They 

• * 
are written irt behavioral terms, focus on school-ifelated outcomes for the 

child, an3 provide the parent with ways of evaluating outcomes of using 
the play routine with their youngster. And, concrete objects for 
implementing e^ch of the objectives are used; these ma|»rials are common 
tS the home/ An example of one parent objective fallows;, "When you use 
the p^Sy routine explained, in this sessiori, your chi\d will be able to 
pointTto three objects which are blue, 8£f en » ^ red > and name their 
colors in no more than 10 minutes^ AfteC using the play routine, can 
your child pt>int to-thrip objects and naM^their colors?" 

Part' 3 . The home' visitor describes the play routine. Each of the 
*** . ' * 

play routines tell the parent exactly what to do and say in guiding 

imaginative play of th* child. Here, each play routine has specific 

seta of actions that 'parents do Sfch their child in the play session. 

Each of tjiese actions within * play routine are sequenced along a time 

aontinuua from introducing to completing the routine. Each routine and 

• * * 
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its subactions can be repeated again and again, and the number of 
repetitions depends on the interests and attention of the* youngster . 

Examples of some of the play routines used by the parents, in the 
pai»nt-chlld-play program follow.: 9 

1. Join in and help your child play: (a) by talking to him 
1 as he pj.ays, and (^) by praising his pretend .actions and 



f 

activities. 
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2. Join in and help your child at play: (a) by talking to,hinu 
as he plays, (b) by praising his actions and statements 
after he responds to your talk, (c) by adding other objects 
to play activities that are related to tfrfe play theme, and 
(d) by praising his^aetions and statem^its after he 
- • uses t the objects which are added. 

3/ Join in and help your child at play: 4a) by reading or 
telling a favorite story while he listens to it, (b) b£ 
asking him to retell the story after he hears it so others 
can understand it, (c) by praising him- after retelling each 

part 0/ the story % and (d) by extendi- g hi& oral description 

fifdi I ir ) 

of the story afted he retells*each part. 

After describing the play routine, the-4iome visitor demonstrates and 

models its use with* the parent. The toy objects used in the description 

and demonstration are found in and common to the home environments. 

^ A more detailed sample of describing and demonstrating one play' 

routine with the parent follows. Jhe example uses the above play routine 

to 

of: "Join ix*and help your child play: .(a) by talking to him^as he 
plays, and (b) by praising his actions and activities." The actions of 
joining i>n, talking and praising are demonstrated by the home visitor t0 m 

■ % ■• 
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First , in modeling "talking actions the parent is aslced to prompt the 

youngster while at play by using open-ended comments or questions* The 

pafc^nt is taught how to observe the youngster ^t play and then offer 

prompts that dg£ consistent with his play actions. For instance* a child 

is "p,laying house" and using a doll. c --~ J Hi^fc^f^t observes the child 

rocking the doll. And, tfte parent might promp^by saying: (a) "Dfes 

Dolly feel sleepy? Why?", or (b)- "How would Dolly feel if sh^is hungry 

and wants to eat?" After talking, to the child and using prompts, the 

parent is asked to wait for the child to respond to them. This "wait time' 

is valuable; it provides the youngster* with time to think about answering. 

Second, the parent- is shown how to praise and reward Che youngster's 

actions. 'Here, the home visitpr demonstrates the second element of this 

p|ay routine — i.?., "by praising his pretend actions and activities." 

By praising and rewarding, the parent shows her support and apprpval of 

the youngster's response to her cue. In rewarding and N praising, parents 

are urged to use either tokens and tangibles, for example, food, or social 

rewards such as hugging, touching,, and others (or both) if they prefer. 

In ending part three of^/the instructional cycle, the home visitor asks 

the parent to use this play routine over and over again throughout the 

* 

week until the child tires, loses his interest, or doesn't want to play 
any longer. 

Part 4 . While the home visitor watches, the parent role-plays and 

rehearses the, play routine described in part 3 of- the instructional cycle. 

By rple-playing, the parerft shows* how well she understands and usfes the 

pj^^routine* In rehearsing, (the parent also uses the same home material 

in the pl^y routine that was demonstrated by the home visitor. Eff*?s 

J ' ' - 

kad misunderstandings are corrected in a sensitive and genuine way. „ 

15 / . 
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A&er cdttpQ-eting this step, the parent shcjvs that she can understand and 
uie the play routine in home settings. 

' ' Part 5 The play routine is introduced, demonstrated (see part 3) 
and "then role-played (see" part 4). Both the demonstrating and the.role- 
pfaying^of the play routine center on home settings. In this final part 

of the instructional cycle, the parent is shownAhow to use*he same play 

f ' • ' ' * * u 

routine in settfngs outside the home. From home to other settings such 

■ y ■ , 

as drying in the car, going to the supermarket, visiting^ relative s 
or friend H house and walking down a street, the play routine is general- 
i^able, transportable, and usable. This part if the instructional cycle 
enables parents to see-the^eneral utility of the play routine and to 
employ it to guide learning and development in various settirtgs. 

, The methods and procedures for using ythis particular parent-child- 
play program fl^us Oft low) income families and preschoolers who are mildly 
retarded in language an/ cognitive abilities. The five part* or steps of 
the", instructional cycle parents to work with their preschoolers in ' 

home settings and to use the play medium for development and learning. 

• . / 
Results 

Pre-test scores of children and parents are separately analyzed. 
Comparing performances between individuals in experimental or play 
\raining and those im control groups on pre-tests showed whether 
differences between groups existed* at the beginning of the program. To, 

s 

analyze 'pre-test performances of the children on S^ACF and PCCS and of 
thA parents on PCPP and PCPS measures* one vV analyses of variance as 
described in Myers (1979) were run. 
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^Tot children, the result* of the pre- test analyses on the PACF scores 

'v' I \ 

[P (1,15) - .35, £ > .05 andlon the PCSS measure [F (1,15) - 1.08, 

t * ' / f s> 

£ > .05], and for parents, the PC*P measure [F (1,15) - 2.73, £ > - 05 ] 

. * 

and on the PCPS scores [F ji,15) - .38, £ > .05]' indicated no significant 
differences between experimental and control groups. At the beginning of 
the ptografl,* the performance between the children in the experimental and 
control groups on the quantity of imaginative play used by them, (i.e., - 
PCCS) and 'thefr abilities to take the role of another in home and schocj^, 

' y ' . ^ 

situations (i.e., PACF) were relatively similar. In addition, the 
performance between the parents in the experimental aAd control groups 
on beliefs about and usefulness of^dhild's play as a medium for Learning 
and development (i.e., PCPP) and their abilities to take the roles of ^ 
their children (i. # e. , PCPS) were relatively homogeneous. 

Using pre- and post-test scores, comparisons between individuals in 
experimental a^d control groups showed whether differences existed between 
testing and tr^atjnent groups and on interaction. To examine performance 
and group differences of the children on PACF and PCCS and of the parents 
on PCPP and PCPS scores, 2 (pre- versus post-tests) x 2 Experimental 
versus control groups) Analyses of variance (ANOVA) as described in Myers 

J- ' ^ 

were run. , 

For the children, the resufti using 'the PCCS scores indicated that: 

r - * "» * 

(1) post-test were significantly higher than pre-test scores, F (1,31) - 
8.43, £ < .05, (2) chUdren in the experimental yielded significantly 
higher scores than those in the control, F (1,31) - 36.^7, £ <" .05, ap^ 
(3) a significant interaction occurred which indicated that experimental 
compared "to control children yielded significantly higher scores and at 
post-test time, £ (1,31) - 5.95, £ < .05. On the PACT measure, the 

17 



results showed that: (1) mean post-test scores did not differ signifi- 
cantly ffom mean pre-test scores, F'(l,31) - 3.70, £ > .05., (2) children 

4 * * . - * 

•in the experimental did nop differ , significantly from those in the ^"onttol 

t 

on their capacities to take the^foljes of another, J_ (1,31) * 1.80, 

( '" \ 

£ > .05, and (3) no significaiit test x group interactitfi occurred, 
F (1,31) * 2.82, £ > .05. 

For the parents, the results for FCPP measure indicated that: 

(1) post *ere significantly higher than protest scares, F (1,31) * 9.96, 
£ </.05, (2) the parents in the experimental yielded significantly higher 
scores than those in control, F (1,31) - 214.00, £ < .05, and (3) a 
significant' interaction' occurred between test x group, F (1,31) - 7.95, ^ 

*£ > .05. \on the PCPS measure, the results showed that: *(1) post were 
not significantly higher than pre-test scores, F (1,31) - .24, £ > .05, 

(2) the parents in the experimental scored higher than those in the 

control, F (1,31) - 9.55, £ > .05/ and (3) no significant, interaction 

r * \ 

was observed between test x group, F (1,31) - 1.72, £ > .05. 

The means and standard deviations per measure for children and 
'parents appear in Table 1 below. * ^ 



Insert Table 1 about here. 



Discussion and Conclusions 
The major result of -this parent-child-play program shpws that parents 
trained in using play routines can significantly effect, their children's 
imaginative p^ay behaviors. More specifically, the youngsters in the play 
training group on the Parent-Child Perspective Taking: Child Scale (PCCS) 
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showed 8ignif icaTTfclv^gr eater quantities of imaginative play activities 
in home and school situations. And, scores on the PCCS were significantly 
greater at ttte end than at the beginning of the program. More importantly, 
th^ese youngs ter^^^n tha play trained group showed significantly greater 
numbers of imaginatita play actions than those in the control on these 

behaviors and at the post-test time. The ability to play imaginatively / 

/ ' I. 

is significant and necessary for cognitive growth (Piaget,' 1962) and can 

r 

be nurtured by adults working with young children and by school programs 
a^d philosophies (S^*^, Dixon & Jqhnson, 1977; Smilansky, 1968). The 
insults of Coheta & Tomlinson-Keasey show that the greatest quantity of 
exploratory |>lay developed in parent-child interactive settings compared 



J 

•ft! A 



to other settings such as. chtfLd alone. Further, these results support 
. those -of Cox & Campbell (19680 which show that parents present and 
interacting with children in play settings compared- to settings where 
they are abstfct can^aignif icantfly increase the quantity of their youngster* 
play with tyys and body movements and talking used in playing. 

In addition, to affecting r children's play, the results of parent- 
child-play programming also modified those parent's opinions^and actions 
• > * 

who were tutaf^l in the pldy routines (Bee, Van Engeren, Streissguth, 
Nyman & Lechie, 1975; Madden, Levenstein & Levenstein, 1976). In this 
regard, parents who' were tutore^ compared to those kho weren't tutored 
to use play routines, wi^Cfi their children in imaginative^play , h^d 
significantly more' positive opinions and beliefs abtfut the usefulness of 
play as a tool to assist ^development and learning in home settings. And/ 
the post-test scores were significantly higher than pre-test scores on 
the Parent-Chfld-Play Preference Inventory (PCFP). More importantly, 
parents taught to use play routines with their children showed positive 

I . ' 19 
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attitudes and opinions about play to a significantly greater defcr^i and 
at* the end of the program compared to the control parents. The t^x^nt's 
onstructive views about play and its effects on growth and learning, as 
spin-offs ^froqa this parent-child-play program, are related to the results 
of educating parents to work with their own youngsters in home settings. 

Parent's posi/ive attitudes and opinions about working with children using 

j 

play in home settings cSn increase their feelings of adequacy in child- 

► /' 

rearing and the control* they feel they can exercise over their own- . 
children's learning and development (Bronf ennbrenner , 19^5). 

There are twbf additional results of- interest. First, parent's play 
routines had no significant effect on the child's ability to take the role, 
of another in home and school' situations as measured by the'PAAT Inventory: 
Child Form (PACF). The ^oung child of three to five may not have suffici- 
ently developed the cognitive capacity to view_situati<pn<3 and events from 

differing perspectives and he mav have lacked the experiences necessary to 

' / 

respond to the situations and events used in the test (P^aget, 1962). 
Second, the play routines raught to and practiced brijtre parents did not 
significantly. affect their ability to take the role of their children in 
various settings atj, home and- school as measured by the Parent-Cfiild 
Perspective Taking? Parent' Scale (PCPS) r . T ' I 

' The results of parent-child-play are limited to low-income populations 
and parents vh& volunteered ' to enroll themselves and their children in its 
experimentsSSand control groups. In addition, the results, of the program 

are limited to the use of Ae rive-part instructional cycle. Theiparent- 

m 

child-play routines can be modified in several ways. 'First, they can be 
adjusted in scope to fit 'the goals and objectives of many parent-child 

~ r • * 

intervention- programs in hode settings.' Second, the five-part 

•'• ' s . ' J 
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instructional cycle can be' changed to better mesh with differing 
performance levels of parents and J home visitors* 
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Group 

Experimental 
Control 



TABLE 1 



MEANS AND STANDARD. DEVIATIONS tOK CHILDREN'S AND 



PARENT 'S TESTS BY GROUP 
Children's Tests 



PACF 



S.D. 



PCCS 



S.D. 



28.69 6.68 43.38 8.05 

27.19 6.44 36.88 5.78 

0 -v 



Parent '8 Tests 



PCPP . 

S.D. - 



89.00 



PCPS 



S.D. 



15.88 174.88 13.38 



73.06 18.80 160.75 31.19 
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